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Optimal quantum mixing for slowly evolving sequences of Markov chains
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In this work we consider the problem of preparation of the stationary distribution of irreducible,
time-reversible Markov chains, which is a fundamental task in algorithmic Markov chain theory. For
the classical setting, this task has a complexity lower bound of Q(671), where § is the spectral gap
of the Markov chain, and other dependencies contribute only logarithmically. In the quantum case,
the conjectured complexity is O(v/d~1), with other dependencies contributing only logarithmically.
However, this bound has only been achieved for a few special classes of Markov chains. In this
work, we provide a method for the sequential preparation of stationary distributions for sequences
of time-reversible N-state Markov chains, akin to the setting of simulated annealing methods. The
complexity of preparation we achieve is O(v/6—1+v/N), neglecting logarithmic factors. While this
result falls short of the conjectured optimal time, it provides a quadratic improvement over naive
approaches. Moreover, for the case when the output distributions are required to be encoded in
pure quantum states we identify the settings where our algorithm is strictly optimal. The settings
of slowly evolving sequences of Markov chains naturally appear in reinforcement learning, and
consequently our results can be readily applied in quantum machine learning as well.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum walks are the quantum counterpart of classical random walks and, correspondingly, many classical
algorithms which are based upon classical random walks naturally lend themselves to be quantized. This
quantization, either in the form of coined quantum walks [1-4] or using the so called Szegedy walk operator [5],
allows to exploit coherence and entanglement to speed-up many computational tasks, with improvements with
respect to classical algorithms that are typically quadratic or, in some special circumstances, exponential [6, 7].
Henceforth quantum walks have been employed in a variety of quantum algorithms with applications ranging
from statistical physics [8, 9], to combinatorial optimization problems [10], to machine learning [11].

The primary motivation for the quesiton we study in this work is the theory of quantum walks originated from
their applicability to quantum machine learning, as demonstrated by the results of [11]. Therein it was shown
that it is possible to achieve quadratic speed-ups in the deliberation time of a learning agent by exploitation
of Szegedy quantum walks in conjunction with amplitude amplification. However, together with the certifiable
speed-ups, quantum algorithms usually come together with a plethora of caveats and constraints that can impair
their general applicability. In particular, the problem that spurred the present investigation is the following:
the algorithm presented in [11] required that a quantum state encoding the stationary distribution is provided
at the beginning of the algorithm. While the original paper showed how this assumption can be justified under
certain assumptions on the nature of the learning algorithm, the question of other scenarios which provide
means to generate such initial states efficiently remained open. We address here this question and resolve it in
the context of slowly evolving Markov chains® (MCs). Slowly evolving MCs are natural in learning scenarios,
but also in certain computational settings. For concreteness we will specifically consider their application to
Projective Simulation.

More in detail, the problem we will consider in this work is that of sequentially generating quantum or
classical samples from the stationary distributions of a sequence of slowly evolving MCs. Classical sampling
corresponds to producing a single element according to the specified probability distribution, while quantum
sampling to producing a quantum state which is a coherent encoding of the entire probability distribution;
namely, producing a state of the form |1r> =>. \/’/T(il’)| x>, where 7(z) is the probability of sampling an
element x. This is schematically illustrated in Fig. 1. This setting is similar to the scenario of simulated
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FIG. 1. Schematic depiction of a sequence of slowly evolving MCs. In the top part (a,b), classical sampling problems are
represented; in the bottom part (c,d), the corresponding quantum sampling problems, whereby the outputs are coherent
encodings of probability distributions. In the left part (a,c), finite length sequences are considered, where the goal is to
produce a (classical or quantum) samples from the last MC; in the right part (b,d), we depict two adjacent MCs within
a sequence of arbitrary (or unbounded) length, whereby the goal is to sequentially produce a (classical or quantum)
sample from each one of the MCs in the sequence. Case (a) represents classical simulated annealing settings. Note
that here the intermediate samples 7r; need not be exactly the stationary distribution of MC;. For example, they could
represent a sample obtained after a few applications of the MC, before 7r; has converged to the stationary distribution 7r;
of MC;. It is only required that sample from the last Markov chain MCr is (approximately) distributed as the stationary
distribution 71 = moue. Case (b) arises, for instance, in a classical reinforcement learning setting. Each MC; represents
the internal configuration of a learning agent after the ¢-th interaction round with the environment and the samples from
m: constitute the output of the learning agent to the environment at time step t. Being the samples classical they can
be copied and provided also as input to the next MC in the sequence, in which case we would have 7, = m;. Case (c)
is essentially the setting considered in [12, 13] of quantum algorithms for speed-up of simulated annealing methods.
Finally, case (d) is the one we examine in this paper, which arises, for instance, in the context of quantum algorithms for
speed-up of learning agents, as done in [11]. Here the no-cloning theorem poses a hurdle, since it prevents from directly
using the quantum state |7rt> provided as global output also as input for the MC at time step t + 1. We will show in
this paper how to exploit Szegedy quantum walk to overcome this hurdle.

annealing, in which case quantum improvements have already been achieved [10, 12, 13]. There is, however, a
key distinction between the annealing settings and ours: in annealing settings, the target is to produce a sample
from the stationary distribution of the final chain only, whereas the intermediary chains have only an accessory
role. In contrast, in our case, we must produce samples sequentially, for each MC in the sequence; indeed, in
principle the sequence can be infinite, or at least of a not a priori specified length.

The main idea we introduce for solving this sequential sampling problem problem is as follows. We first
consider two classes of discrete probability distributions, characterized by their distance from the uniform dis-
tribution, and any given distribution will belong to one of these two classes. Within both classes the fidelity
with a reference probability distribution will be at least 1/ Vv/N, allowing for sampling with a N dependence
in runtime no worse than O(v/N). The methods used for sampling differ for the two classes, and the second
technique (employed when the target distribution is, in a sense we specify later, far from the uniform distri-
bution) requires additional information about the underlying Markov chain. While this additional information
cannot be straightforwardly recovered given just one MC, we show that in the context of slowly evolving Markov
chains, it can. Moreover, we show that our algorithm for quantum sampling is essentially optimal: all quantum
algorithms that aim to produce a coherent encoding of probability distributions require Q(W ) steps, for a
worst case choice of the probability distribution.

The structure of this paper is as follows. In the rest of the introduction we motivate the present work
in connection to reinforcement learning settings and combinatorial optimization problems. In Section IT we
establish the notation, review the necessary background material on Markov chains and quantum walks, and
introduce some MC-based quantum algorithms. In Section III we introduce the main algorithms that solve
the problem of efficiently re-preparing coherent encodings of stationary distributions, analysing both the case



where only classical memory is used between successive time steps and the case where also quantum memory
is allowed. Following this, in Section IV we consider variations of the main algorithms, whereby the task is to
sample from stationary distributions restricted to a subset of marked elements. Finally in Section V we analyse
the optimality of our algorithms, followed by a brief discussion in Section VI.

A. Application to Projective Simulation

Projective Simulation (PS) is a framework for the design of learning agents which can also learn in reinforce-
ment learning [14] scenarios [11, 15-17]. The central element of PS agents is a specific type of a memory system,
called the Episodic and Compositional Memory (ECM), which is a stochastic network of the experiences of the
agent, the so-called clips. In the PS model, the deliberation process of the agent (the process which specifies
which action the agent outputs in a given situation) is realized by a stochastic walk over this network. The
learning, which is based on environmental feed-back, is manifest in the modifications of the network, which then
smoothly modulate the output distributions. In the case of reflective Projective Simulation (rPS) this internal
information processing corresponds to a time-reversible Markov chain (P). In the ECM some elements have a
special role: the ones that correspond to the set A of actions, that the agent can execute in an environment. In
the rPS variant of the PS model, the output distribution of the agent is specified by the stationary probability
distribution (7) of the Markov chain P. More specifically, since the support of the distribution 7r in general com-
prises both action and non-action clips, the actual desired output is the conditional distribution 7, obtained
by post-selecting on the action states alone. As the ECM of the agent is gradually altered from time-step to
time-step so is the resulting Markov chain P, and therefore the overall scenario matches the setting of sequences
of slowly evolving Markov chains. In many cases the total number of states (N) in the ECM is large, and also
much larger than total number of actions (M), typically N > M > 1. Thus we would like the runtime of this
sampling algorithm to have dependence on N as low as possible, e.g., logarithmic or poly-logarithmic.

A standard method to perform this sampling task is to employ Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) with
rejection sampling®. That is, we perform a random walk on the ECM according to the transition probabilities
P; the length of the random walk has to be at least as long as the mizing time® of P in order to obtain a
sample which is approximately distributed as 7. If we have obtained an element of the action set we accept and
output it; if we have obtained a non-action, we reject and start a new random walk of the same length as before
(in order to find another unbiased sample); we repeat until we accept. The expected total runtime of MCMC
with rejection sampling, measured in number of accesses to P (that is, the total number of walk steps), is given
by the product of the mixing time and the sampling time, the latter being the average number of repetitions
needed to first encounter an action state when sampling from the stationary distribution of P.

Quantum approaches to speed-up deliberation of rPS agents have been studied in [11], where, in a nut-shell, it
was shown how to solving the same sampling task and having a runtime which is quadratically faster both in the
mixing time and in the sampling time, using quantum techniques. To run the presented quantum algorithm it
was assumed that one copy of the initial quantum state ’ ™ > encoding the stationary distribution 7 is available,
and it was demonstrated how this can be assumed in a few situations, which somewhat limit the type of learning
rules one wants to utilize. In general, however, the cost of preparation of | 7r> may be prohibitively high. For
instance, using a naive method of preparing ’ 7r> by applying the corresponding projective measurement (this
is possible using the Szegedy quantum walk operator, see from Section IIB onward) the cost in the worst case
is on average is 1/N, meaning that the whole procedure has to be repeated Q(N) times in order to achieve high
probability of success; using amplitude amplification, the cost can be brought down to just Q(\/N ). In this
paper, we show how to reduce the dependence on N to O(W ); furthermore, we show that our algorithm is
optimal among those based upon Szegedy quantum walk, since for this class of algorithms Q(W ) operations
are required to prepare ‘ ™ >

2 We assume that N is too large to directly compute 7 from P, and then draw a sample from it; e.g., this is the case when P
encodes combinatorially large problems.

3 Intuitively the mixing time measures the number of step that are necessary for the MC to “mix”, that is, to obtain a sample
distributed according to the stationary distribution. A formal definition is given in Sec. IT A



B. Application to combinatorial optimization and beyond

Famous examples of advantage of quantum walks with respect to classical ones can be achieved from the
adoption of coined quantum walks, where the hitting times in certain cases can be exponentially reduced [6].
However, such strong results are only known to hold for a few special classes of random walks on undirected
graphs. Alternative approaches to quantization of random walks over more general graphs most often aim at
more modest polynomial improvements. The generality of these settings, while preventing super-polynomial
speedups, compensates with its greater applicability. Early on, quantum algorithms providing a quadratic
improvement for element detection [5], element distinctness [18] and the triangle problem [19] were given. Using
the Szegedy-type quantum walks, a generic quadratic improvement in hitting times* was later shown for all
time-reversible MCs [20, 21]. We remark that, however, in these algorithms the preparation of the relevant
stationary distributions is assumed to be an affordable primitive.

Setting aside hitting times, quantum walks have been previously investigated for their capacity to speed up of
mizing times, i.e., for faster production of elements drawn from a stationary distribution. This task constitutes
another fundamental problem of Markov chain theory [22-24]. Quantum improvements in this context have
already been reported [8-10, 12, 25-27]. However, despite the considerable interest, the quantum speedup of
mixing processes has only been shown for certain classes of MCs [1-4], and it is an open conjecture that a
generic quadratic speedup for mixing can be obtained for all time-reversible MCs [25].

Efficient mixing is important in the context of MCMC and simulated annealing methods. In MCMC the
task is to produce a sample from the stationary distribution of some target MC Pr. For concreteness, this can
be the Gibbs distribution o of a physical system at a target (high) inverse temperature 8. Markov chains
which have o as the stationary distribution are easy to construct, but, in general, the mizing time required to
achieve stationarity is prohibitive. Better results are often achieved by using simulated annealing methods, in
which one constructs a sequence of MCs P, ..., Pr = Pg, which, for instance, encode the Gibbs distributions at
gradually increasing values of 8. The choice of the temperature-dependent sequence is often referred to as the
annealing schedule. The fact that the temperatures decrease gradually ensures that the stationary distributions
of neighbouring chains are close, so the sequence is slowly evolving. As the temperature corresponding to P; is
high, the stationary distribution of P; is essentially uniform, and P; mixes rapidly. Simulated annealing is then
realized by sequentially applying the chains P; to Pr to the initial distribution. In this process, no individual
chain fully mixes, but nonetheless, often the reached distribution approximates the target distribution well,
even when the number of steps T is substantially smaller than the mixing time of Pj itself.

II. PRELIMINARIES

In this section, we will set up the notation and define the basic tools we will employ throughout this paper.

In the algorithms we will present, we deal with approximate and probabilistic procedures. The outputs of the
algorithms are required to be within ¢ distance the ideal outputs, where distances are measured in trace norm,
and failure probabilities have to be smaller than €. The accuracy parameter € will enter only poly-logarithmically
in the runtime. That is, the runtime will in general include a polylog(e~1) factor.

We will use the soft-O notation (@) as an extension of the O notation for asymptotic estimations, whereby
logarithmically contributing factors are ignored. That is, 6( f(x)) = O(f(z) polylog(z)). Since ¢ always enters
logarithmically in the runtimes, log(¢~!) factors are in general not suppressed, but loglog(¢~!) factors are.
However, in the case in which we are interested in producing states only within a constant accuracy €, all the
expressions for the runtimes can be simplified, dropping the € dependencies altogether. Specifically, in Section IT
and Section IIT all the logk (e71) dependencies are maintained, while they are neglected in Section IV and V.
These logk (e71) factors can be restored by analysis of the algorithms, or by analogy with the formulas present
in the previous Sections.

A. Markov chain notions

Here we will review the fundamental notions of Markov chain theory which are necessary for the understand-
ing of the results of this work, and refer to [23, 24] for further details.

4 The guaranteed quadratic improvement is shown, provided only one target element exists.



a. Transition matrices and probability distributions: Throughout the paper we will deal with discrete-time
Markov chains having a finite number N of states. Therefore, to a MC is associated a left-stochastic matrix
P (a matrix with non-negative entries which add up to one in every column) of size N x N, and each entry
P, , specifies the transition probability from the state x to state y. Correspondingly, the non-negative (column)
vector 7t denotes a probability distribution over the state space as

N
with ZT"@C) =1. o

A MC is then specified by a the transition matrix P and an initial probability distribution 7;,. We stick to
the convention of left-stochastic matrices which act from the left on column vectors 7 representing probability
distributions, that is 7/ = Pw. This convention is not customary in the MC literature (where the usage of
right-stochastic matrices prevails), but it matches the one adopted in the quantum information community.

b. Coherent encoding of a probability distribution: Throughout the paper we will be referring to the coherent
encoding of a distribution 7r, denoted | T > The state | 7r> is a pure state of an N-dimensional system given by

|7)=> V@) |z). (2)

It is clear that a computational basis measurement (so a projective measurement w.r.t. the basis {} x >}z) of
the state |7r> outputs an element distributed according to . We point out that, however, the capability of
preparing | ™ > is a much more powerful primitive than the ability of preparing classical samples drawn from 7.
For instance, having access to preparation of coherent encodings of probability distibutions allows to to quadrat-
ically speed-up quantum algorithms for Monte Carlo sampling [28]. Even more strikingly, the ability to prepare
coherent encodings of probability distributions efficiently (namely, in polylog(N) time) would allow to solve
Graph Isomorphism in polynomial time, alongside all other problems in the Statistical Zero Knoweldge class [29].

c. FErgodic MCs: A N-state MC is irreducible if it is possible from each state x to reach any other state y
in a finite number of steps and with non-zero probability. The period of a state x is the largest positive integer
such that any return to x can occur only at multiples of that integer. If the period of all states is 1, the MC
is said to be aperiodic. If P is irreducible and aperiodic, then there exists a unique stationary distribution ,
such that:

Pr=m. (3)

This also implies that, under application of a sufficiently large number of steps any initial probability distribu-
tion 7 will converge to the unique stationary distribution, limy_,o P*# = 7. This convergence process is called
mizing, and since MCs mix if and only if they are irreducible and aperiodic, these are called ergodic Markov
chains.

d. Time reversal: The time reversal P of a Markov chain P having stationary distribution 7 is defined as:

P —p. W (4)

z,y Y,z 7('(13)

and a MC is said to be time-reversible if it is equal to its time-reversed version, P = P. Equivalently, a
time-reversible MC is one that satisfies the detailed balance equation:

Prym(x) = Pyom(y) ()

In the following, we will always consider ergodic and time-reversible MCs.

5 Naturally, an even greater computational power is granted if one has a full classical description of the entire probability dis-
tribuiton. However when N is combinatorially large storing such a description is infeasible, while storage of | 71'> only requires a
quantum memory consisting of log N qubits.



e. Mixing times: Obviously, not all mixing process of ergodic MCs are equally fast. Using the total variation
distance® d(mw,w') := L3> |w(x) — n'(z)|, we define d(k) := max, d(P¥o,7) as the distance in distributions
between a sample drawn after k walk steps starting from any distribution o and stationary distribution 7 of P.
The mizing time tmix(€) then is defined as the smallest time necessary to bring any initial distribution within
distance € from the stationary distribution, d(tmix(€)) < €. We then set tyix := tmix(1/4). It can be shown then

that the convergence of an ergodic MC is exponentially fast in terms of the mixing time, that is:
d(ltmix) < 27°. (6)

The mixing times often play the critical role in the computational complexity of MC-based algorithms. There
are many techniques that can be employed for upper and lower bounding the mixing time, but one of the most
useful characterizations is the following. Because of Perron-Frobenius theorem all eigenvalues of a left-stochastic
matrix P are smaller or equal to 1 in modulus. If P is ergodic then its stationary distribution | 7r> is the only
eigenvector of P having eigenvalue equal to +1. That is, all other eigenvectors have eigenvalues A with |A| < 1.
Let o(P) be the spectrum of a time-reversible Markov chain P; we define the spectral gap 6 of P as:

0 = 1— max [} (7)

Xeo(P):
A#1

i.e. the minimum of 1 — || over the eigenvalues of P which differ from one. The spectral gap is a rather tight
estimate for the inverse of the mixing time, since

1 1 1 1
- ) < o< 2
(5 1) log (26> < tix < 3 log (Gﬂmin) (8)

holds for all time-reversible MCs (where 7, is the smallest probability in 7). In short we have t,x € (5(1 /9)

and 1/4 € (’3(tmix), giving asymptotic upper and lower bounds to the mixing time.

B. The Szegedy walk operator

Here, we review the basics of so-called Szegedy-type quantum walks, to an extent inspired by the presentation
given in [20, 21].

The basic building block to define the Szegedy walk operator W (P) is the diffusion operator Up. The diffusion
operator Up acts on two quantum registers of N states, (partially) defined as follows:

Ul )] 0) = |x>ﬁ:1mny>

= ’a:>|Pa:>, (9)

where ‘ Pm) denotes the (coherent encoding of the) distribution over the states one has after one step of the
MC when starting from z. The operator Up is a quantum analogue of the transition matrix P in the sense that
a classical random walk can be recovered by applying Up, measuring the second register, re-setting the first
register to ‘ 0 >7 and swapping the registers. While Up is not uniquely defined, any operator satisfying Eq. (9)
will do the job. In the following we will assume Up to be a quantum circuit to which we have oracle access,
implying that U}; and the controlled version of Up can be implemented as well.

The operator Up and its adjoint are then used to construct the following operator:

Ref(A) := Up(1® Z)U}, , (10)

where Z := 2| 0 >< 0 | — 1 reflects over the state | 0 > The operator Ref(A) is itself a reflector, reflecting over the

subspace A := span( { | x >| Pz > }2 ). The Szegedy quantum walk is often explained as a bi-partite walk between
two copies of the original graph, and Ref(A) corresponds to one direction. The other direction is established by

6 The total variation distance exactly matches the trace distance in the quantum information context.



defining the diffusion operator in the opposite direction: Vp := SWAP Up SWAP, and proceeding analogously
as in the case for the set A, to generate the Ref(B) operator, reflecting over B := span({ | Py>f y> }y ). The
Szegedy walk operator is then defined as:

W (P) := Ref(B)Ref(A) . (11)

With these definitions in place we can further clarify the relationship between the classical transition operator
P and the Szegedy walk operator W (P). Let 7 be the stationary distribution of P, so Pw = m. Then the state
|(m, Pm)) := Up|m)|0) is also a +1 eigenstate of W (P), that is, W(P)| (w, Pw)) = | (7, Pm) ). Moreover,
in the subspace A + B, so-called busy subspace, it is the unique +1 eigenstate. On the orthogonal complement
of the busy subspace, W(P) acts as the identity.

Finally, the spectrum of P and W(P) are intimately related, with the spectral gap being (asymptotically)
quadratically smaller than the phase gap:

A:=min{2|0] | e’ € o (W(P)), 0 #0} (12)

where 6 denote the arguments of the eigenvalues, i.e. eigenphases, of W(P). This relationship is the very basis
of all the speed-up obtained from employing Szegedy-type quantum walks, which we shall elaborate further.

C. Fixed-point amplitude amplification

A tool that we will employ in our algorithms is fized-point amplitude amplification (FPAA), which constitutes
a generalization of Grover search [30-33]. Here we present FPAA as given in [33].

Subroutine 1 (FPAA. , (¢in, oy ): fixed-point amplitude amplification with ¢ error and initial fidelity larger
than 7). Suppose that Twm> 18 a input state and V is a target subspace. Then the effect of FPAA is to

approximately produce the state ’ YVout > = Hv’ Yin >, where 11y is the orthogonal projector onto V.
In order to tmplement FPAA three ingredients are required:

1. a single copy of the input quantum state |1/Jm >;
2. the capacity of implementing partial reflectors around the input state |1/Jm >;

3. the capacity of implementing partial reflectors around the target subspace V.

Specifically, these partial reflectors are given by:

Refys() = e [)(0] + (I—|¢)(¥])
Refy (V) = ¢ Ty + (I- Iy) (13)

with arbitrary angles ¢, ¢’ entering in Refy (1)) and Refy (V).
The formal specification of FPAA is as follows. A target error € and a parameter n > 0 are provided to the
algorithm. Suppose that n lower bounds the fidelity between |¢m> and |1/)0ut> as | (Yout |Vin )| > /0. Then,

given a single copy of | Vin >, FPAA approzimately implements the mapping |1/Jm> — |1/10ut> (within € error).
The input state |¢m> is consumed in the process.

The cost of implementing FPAA, ,, in terms of oracle calls to the reflectors and of extra gates required, is
O(y/n~* loge™!), where ¢ is the error on the output state.
2?5: this is algorithm obtained by running FPAA?;g followed
by a projective measurement which either projects the state onto |1/Jout> or onto the orthogonal component;
if a flag of success is raised, we then know that we have exactly produced |1/)0ut >; otherwise the flag signals
an error and we get a state orthogonal to |1/)0ut > That is, we are trading a (small) approzimation error € in
FPAA. ,, for a (small) failure probability € in FPAAEf‘ng. The use of the flagged version of FPAA is particularly
advantageous when a lower bound 7 for the initial fidelity is not known” and, thus, we do not have a guarantee
that the output state is e-close to the ideal output | Vout >

For later convenience, we also introduce FPAA

7 If we set n = 0 in the optimal FPAA algorithm of [33] it reduces to the so-called % fixed-point algorithm [32], which does not
have a quadratic speed-up.



D. Approximate projection onto |7'r>

The first application of the walk operator W (P) is to approximate a projective measurement on the | ™ > state,
where 7 is the stationary distribution of P. The key idea is to exploit the phase estimation algorithm, as first
formulated by Kitaev [34] and subsequently optimized e.g. as in [35, 36]. Phase estimation returnes estimates
of the eigenphases 6 of a given operator U; the final step is an inverse quantum Fourier transform (QFTT) on
the phase-containing register. For our purposes this algorithm can be further simplified by substituting the
QFT" with Hadamard gates, as suggested in [12]. This substitution maintains the probability of observing a
0 = 0 phase and the corresponding post-selected state and thus can be used to detect a non-zero phase. For
this reason, this slightly tweaked algorithm is called the phase detection algorithm. Details follow.

Subroutine 2 (Projector,(7): approximate projector onto |7'r>) Let |6’> be an eigenvector of W (P) having

eigenphase 6, W(P)| 9> = ei9| 0 > We apply phase detection, which approximately transforms any input state
of the form

[)l0) = 3 wel6)]0) (14)

0co(W)

into a state having the form

Yo |0=0)

“0is0")+ > g|0)

o (W)
040

“0 is not 0" . (15)

That is, the second register will contain a string signalling whether the state has zero eigenphase or not. Mea-
suring the second register allows to (approzimately) implement a projective measurement onto the onto the
0-eigenphase of W(P) (i.e. onto |0 =0) = |m)) or the orthogonal component. When the measurement of the

second register returns 8 = 0 the output state is € close to ‘ ™ >

Since W(P) has a phase gap A = @(\/S), it is sufficient to apply phase detection within precision
@) (A /log 5’1) to implement the projective measurement up to € error. Therefore the cost of the phase detection
procedure, both in terms of oracle accesses to controlled-W(P) and of extra gates cost, is O (A’l log 6’1) =
O(\/F loge™!), where ¢ is the probability of error (see Theorem 6 of [21] or Theorem 1 of [35]).

The success probability of this measurement, applied on the pure state |¢ ), is in Q(|(¢ |7 )?), ie., is
proportional to the fidelity (squared) between the input state and the | 7r> state; note that if the measurement
were perfect, the success probability would be exactly the fidelity. Moreover, there is a classical flag that
signals whether the application of the projection was successful or not. This allows, for instance, to repeat the
measurement process many times until the algorithm succeeds in projecting onto the target state.

E. Approximate reflector over ‘ 7r>

~Another application of Szegedy quantum walk is to approximately implement a (partial) reflector Refy(m) =
e?|m)(mw| + (I—|m)(m|). Notice that for ¢ = 180° the partial reflector reduces to a standard reflector

Ref(w) = I — 2|m)(m|. The construction of this operator is very similar to the one we gave for the | )
projective measurement.

Subroutine 3 (Reflector. 4(m): approximate reflector around | )). After the phase detection as in Eq. (15) we
apply a phase €' in the @ = 0 component, finally followed by the phase detection run in reverse to “uncompute”



the value contained in the second register. That is:

“9 is 0" ) + Z Vo |0)

beo(W)
040

’¢>‘0> — 1/)0‘9:0> “9isn0t0">

e P[0 =0)“0 is 0" ) + Z Yy |0)| “0 is not 0"

fco (W)
020
- (emoye:o>+ 3 ¢gye>)\o> (16)
occ (W)
040
which approzimately implements Refy(w) once one identifies |9 = O> = }7'r>, since ’7‘r> s the unique +1

eigenvector of W (P).

Just as previously for the projective measurement, the total cost of implementing this partial reflector is
(’)(\/ 61 log 5_1). Thus, the second gadget in our toolbox is the operator Ref, () which approximates a partial
reflection over | T > In the next section, we will employ this partial reflector to implement FPAA.

F. Approximate deterministic projection onto ‘ 7'r>

By using the subroutine Reflector. 4(7) within FPAA, one achieves the ability to deterministically (but ap-
proximately) project an input state |, ) onto the target state | ).

Subroutine 4 (DeterministicProjector_ , (1in, 7): approximate deterministic projector onto | iy >) Suppose that

we are given an initial state ‘wm> and the ability to (approzimately) implement Refy(in). Moreover, we have
access to an ergodic time-reversible MC having transition matriz P and stationary distribution 7. Then we have
all the ingredients necessary for running FPAA. ,. Namely, if we provide to DeterministicProjector a target error
e and a parameter n > 0 such that | (7 |, )| > /1, DeterministicProjector produces an output state e-close to
7).

Moreover, the algorithm can be modified by running FPAA]Z?IQ
raised which signals the correct preparation of a state e-close to |7r> The resulting algorithm, which we call

instead. In this case, a flag of success is

DeterministicProjectorﬁ%g, is useful since it can be run even when a value /i & | {7 | )| is provided: if the
flag signalling success is raised, the resulting state is guaranteed to be close to be close to }71'> notwithstanding

the value of n'.

DeterministicProjector can be used when |1/J> = |7Tt_1> and |7r> = |7rt >; that is, we want to project the
(coherent encoding of) stationary distribution of the MC at time step t— 1 onto the corresponding one at time ¢.

The cost of the deterministic projection operation scales as (’3(\/F N log? 5_1), where 7 is a lower bound on

the fidelity between | P >, | ™ >, 4 is the spectral gap of P, and ¢ is the final target error; the O notations hides

logloge™! factors. The reason for the log”e~! dependence comes form nesting two approximate algorithms

(Reflector and FPAA). In our context of slowly evolving Markov chains ‘ T_1 > and | e > have constant overlap;

the projection is therefore efficient with the main cost being determined by the mixing time (proportionally to
5~ h).

A detailed cost analysis of DeterministicProjector is given in Appendix A.

IIT. MAIN ALGORITHMS

We will begin establishing the notation for the remainder of the paper. We are considering a sequence of
ergodic time-reversible Markov chains {P;}{2,. Then a given element in the sequence will be specified by
a subscript t; specifically, transition matrices, spectral gaps, and stationary probability distributions will be
referred to as P, d;, and m; for the ¢-th element in the sequence; also, at each time step ¢ we can associate a
Szegedy walk operators W (FP;) to the corresponding transition matrix P;. We assume throughout the paper
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that the values &; are known®, so that phase estimation can be directly employed to the effect of implementing
approximate reflectors around ’ ™ > We notice, however, that only the transition matrices P; will change from
one element of the sequence to the next, while the state space will be held fixed.

Our aim is, at each time-step ¢, to generate the coherent encoding of the stationary distribution | T >, within
cost, (5(\/ 0p LYN ) Naively we get a complexity O (\/(Stf1 VN ) when using the Szegedy operator to prepare ’ T >
from a randomly chosen initial state. In order to achieve this improvement we require the further assumption
that the Markov chains are slowly evolving. Namely, we assume that the stationary distributions 7r;_1, 7w of
neighbouring Markov chains P;_1, P, are sufficiently close in terms of the fidelity of their coherent encodings.
That is, we require that [(m; |m;_1 )|*> > n, where > 0 is a real constant independent from the spectral gaps
(6;) and the state space size (N). Finally, we will assume that the coherent encoding | 7, ) of the distribution
given as input to the first Markov chain is easy to generate”.

These assumptions are essentially equivalent to the ones made in [10, 12]. However in our algorithms the
stationary distribution can be prepared de novo at each time-step ¢, that is without re-running again the entire
MC sequence, and the cost of this operation is (’3(\/(2fl v N ), independently from the length of the sequence.
Finally, errors in state preparation do not accumulate in time, since the newly generated states are always
created within accuracy € from the ideal output. These properties are vital in the context of active learning
agents that we have described in Sec. [ A.

For the task of preparing the coherent encoding ’7rt> we will give two different algorithms, in the spirit of
what is shown in the top, respectively bottom, panels in Fig. 1. In the former case, only classical memory is
used between time step ¢t — 1 and time step ¢ in the sequence. In the latter case, we also allow quantum memory,
namely we also allow for quantum states to be transmitted between consecutive time steps. In both cases,
however, we assume that at time step ¢t we have access to the transition probability matrices P; and P;_;. This
can always be done at the cost of doubling the memory requirement (thus, without affecting the asymptotic
analysis).

As a motivational example where the difference between classical and quantum memory is relevant, consider
the scenario of the rPS as detailed in Sec. I A. The internal configuration of the agent at a given time step t is
modelled as a MC with transition matrix P;. In each interaction round the agent has to wait for the environment
to give a response (together with, possibly, a reward) to its action. Only after this response, as a consequence
of a reinforcement learning process, the internal configuration updated. It can be the case that the environment
reacts slowly, thus maintaining a coherent quantum memory between successive time steps might be infeasible.
In this case, at time step ¢ only classical information from time step t — 1 may be preserved.

A. Preparation from uniform and from samples

The method that we employ in order to prepare |7'r> is to choose a suitable initial state |1/J> and apply
DeterministicProjector to map this initial state to the target state ‘71') The key idea we use to achieve a

O(W ) preparation cost in the context of slowly evolving MCs is to consider two different choices for the initial
state | w> and employ whichever of the two methods is faster. Specifically, the two initial choices are given by
the uniform distribution (u) and the second from a classical sample x drawn from the stationary distribution
(m) of P. Notice that classical memory is sufficient to give a description of z and, therefore, also to prepare
from scratch the state ’ x >

These two methods are fundamentally different, the former being deterministic, i.e. the starting state is fixed
(the uniform distribution), while the second is inherently stochastic, depending on which elements are sampled
in each step. Also, the first method is applicable even when presented with a stand-alone Markov chain, i.e. a
chain not embedded in a slowly evolving sequence. Finally, we remark that the idea on which the second method
is inspired is that of un-searching [37]: in search (or rather in hitting-type MC algorithms) one typically starts
from a distribution | 71'> and searches for an element ‘ T >; here we run the algorithm in reverse to recover the
distribution |7r> from a sample ‘m > We will denote the first method as PrepareFromUniform and the second
as PrepareFromSample.

As explained in Section I1 F it is possible to realize DeterministicProjector, projecting an initial state | P > onto

the target state | ™ > Notice that all the three ingredients necessary for implementing DeterministicProjector (a

8 Effectively, we only require sensible lower bounds on the spectral gaps.
9 Quite often a natural initial choice is given by 7, = u.
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copy of the input state | w> the ability of reflecting around | w> and | ™ >) are present when | 1/)> is either the
uniform distribution or a single, known, classical sample!’. We can thus employ DeterministicProjector as the
main tool for implementing PrepareFromUniform and PrepareFromSample!!. The total runtime of Determinis-
ticProjector is (5(’<¢ | 7 >|_1\/F log? e~1). That is, for the moment we assume that the value |(¢ |7 >|_1 is
known and provided as an input parameter to DeterministicProjector.

Now we will give an expression for |<1/) |7 >|71 for our two choices for |w>, that is, for ‘1/1> = |u> or
|1/J> = |£E >, where z is a classical sample extracted from 7. Correspondingly, we will provide an estimate of
the cost of implementing the PrepareFromUniform and the PrepareFromSample subroutines.

a. Cost of PrepareFromUniform  When applying the first method, PrepareFromUniform, the initial ansatz is
| P > = | u >, where u is the uniform distribution over N elements; hence the cost of running DeterministicProjector
is proportional to

_1 N 1 >_1 VN VN
u | = T VT - N ’ "
()] (z VA B S e "

in which we have introduced the p vector pseudo-norm ||v|[, := (>_; [vi|? )/P, for p = 1/2 here'?. That is:
1/2
Il = > /(). (18)

Notice moreover that by standard norm inequalities, if p > g > 0:

Ivll, < [Ivll, < NV VP v], (19)
hence using |||, = 1:
1/2
1< w2 < VW, (20)

where the lower bound is saturated by probability distributions having support over a single element, the upper
bound by the uniform distribution.

b. Cost of PrepareFromSample In order to bound the cost of running DeterministicProjector from a randomly
chosen sample from 7 we introduce a random variable X distributed according to 7, i.e., X takes a value x
with probability 7(z). The cost of DeterministicProjector starting from an initial sample x is proportional to
|[{z |7 )|~! = 1/\/n(x); that is, the runtime of DeterministicProjector is a random variable proportional to
7~1/2(X). The average running time is then

B[z V2(X)] = Y wla) x 7 V(@) = |=|); - 2y

=1
Moreover, we can employ Markov’s inequality to give a bound on the probability that X —!/2 exceeds its
expectation value:
1

Pr{7 V3(X)>aE[n Y3(X)]} < (22)
This allows us to set for instance a = 2, and repeat the sampling ¢ times and try to run DeterministicPro-
jector from each of these samples. Being the samples independent, the probability that the inverse fidelity

is [{(z|m)]7! > 2 Hﬂ'”%; for all sampled states x is upper bounded by 27¢; which implies that the failure

probability goes down exponentially in ¢ when using DeterministicProjector with parameter 2 H7r||1g as a bound
to the inverse of the fidelity (and then repeating for ¢ samples).

10 When N = 2" the uniform distribution |u> = N—1/2 > |x> can be implemented applying Hadamard gates to m qubits
initialized in | 0 >, and also states of the form | a:> can be prepared from | O> with O(log N) gates. The ability to prepare a state
from | 0> allows to implement reflectors around that state, as in Eq. (10).

11 Using DeterministicProjector allows for a simpler exposition of our algorithms, but similar results can be obtained using a projective
measurement Projector.

12 Tt is a pseudo-norm because the triangle inequality is not satisfied for p < 1.
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c. General cost In our algorithms we will employ both PrepareFromUniform and PrepareFromSample in
parallel and then exploit whichever strategy is more efficient (on average) in preparing |7r> The overall
cost of running both methods is at most twice that of running them individually, and the asymptotic anal-
ysis is unaffected. Hence the (asymptotic) cost can be upper-bounded by the fastest of the two strategies,
whence summarizing Eq. (17) and Eq. (21) we have that preparation of |7r> using DeterministicProjector is

6(0(71’)\/ 6-1 log?e™!), where:

1/2 7 1/2
(ks

N
C(w) = min{ VN 7|2 } <VN. (23)
In Eq. (23) the inequality C(7) < v/N follows from using the bounds in (19).

d.  Formal specifications We are now ready to give a complete description of the PrepareFromUniform and
PrepareFromSamples algorithms. We suppose that an estimate x = ||7r||}g is provided.

Algorithm 1 PrepareFromUniform P)

Output: a flag bit signalling success; in case of success, ¢ copies of the state ‘ T >, where 7 is the stationary distribution
of a Markov chain P.

a,c,x’(

Input: quantum access to the Markov chain P; e, the target error; ¢, the required number of copies of ’7r >; a value
X' = V' N/x which (supposedly) is an estimate of vV N/ ||7r||i§§ = }(u | )‘_1.

Algorithm:

1. Forj=1,...,2¢c

Run DeterministicProjector’®2

e,1/x’
2. If at least ¢ flag of success have been raised in step 1., output a global flag of success, together with the quantum
states given as output from c successful runs of DeterministicProjector. Else, return a flag of failure.

(u, ).

The worst case runtime of PrepareFromUniform_ . ., is in O(ex' VT log?e"). In the case in which x >
|<u |7 >|71 the (global) failure probability is 2~©(¢); the analysis of this failure probability is in Appendix B.

For running PrepareFromSamples we need, rather obviously, an extra input; namely, a set & := {z1,...,2.}
of ¢ classical samples drawn from 7.

Algorithm 2 PrepareFromSamples P, %)

Output: a flag bit signalling success; in case of success, ¢ copies of the state | T >, where 7r is the stationary distribution
of a Markov chain P.

E,C,X(

Input: quantum access to the Markov chain P and ¢ samples & = {z1,...,z.} approximately drawn from its stationary
distribution; €, the target error; ¢ the required number of copies of | 7'r> (equal to the number of input samples); a value

x which (supposedly) is an estimate of ||7'r\|1;§ =E[« Y3(X)].
Algorithm:
l.Forj=1,...,c
Run for 2¢ times DeterministicProjectorSzg/@X)(:ch, ).

2. If at least ¢ flag of success have been raised in step 1., output a global flag of success, together with the quantum
states given as output from c successful runs of DeterministicProjector. Else, return a flag of failure.

The worst case runtime of PrepareFromSamples, ., is in 6(02 x V51 log? 5_1). It is easy to see that, using
appropriate heuristics and halting the algorithm when the success rate is too low, that the expected runtime
can be brought down to just O(c) from the naive O(c?) runtime as in the formulation given in Algorithm 2. In
the case in which x > E[7~1/2(X)] the global failure probability is 2~°(); for details see Appendix B.
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B. Classical memory algorithm

Here we describe an algorithm that allows one to prepare ¢ copies of the state |7rt> when only classical
information is carried over from time step t — 1 to time step ¢'3. Explicitly, this classical information will consist
of ¢ samples drawn from the distribution 7;_1, for a chosen number ¢ of copies. Moreover, we retain (quantum)
access to the transition matrix P,_;. In the end, since only classical memory can be retained, we will measure
the ¢ copies of ‘ Ty > in the “computational basis” to retrieve ¢ approximate samples form 7r;.

We proceed inductively'*, showing that if we have access to ¢ independent samples & = {x1,...,z.} dis-
tributed according to m;_1, this allows us to prepare ¢ copies of |7rt> in time (5(0 C(mi—1) \/5;,1 log?e™1),
where &y is the smallest of the two spectral gaps, 0y = min{d;_1,d;}. We will furthermore make the as-
sumption that the neighbouring spectral gaps d;_1, d; and neighbouring cost parameters C(m;_1), C(mw;—1) are
multiplicatively close; this means that there exists constant k,x’ > 1 (independent from N) such that for all ¢
we have

K161 <0y Kot_1,

K1C(m—1) < C(my) < K O(mq) . (24)

IN

This assumption is not essential, but allows to write the cost of preparation simply as (5(0 C(m,) Vo, log?e™)
for each ¢, which was the desired cost.

For ease of explanation, we describe first the algorithm when an estimate x;—1 ~ ||7rt_1||%§ is provided.

Algorithm 3 Classical-memory state preparation, given x;_1.

Input: quantum access to Markov chains P;_1, P;, and a set & of ¢ samples drawn from m;_1; &, the target error; a value
Xt¢—1 which is (supposedly) an estimate of Hﬂ't_lHig.

Output: a flag signalling success; in case of success, also c¢ classical samples from 7.

Algorithm:
1. If x;—1 > VN, we set x}4_q := \/N/X and run PrepareFromUniform
Else (xt—1 < v/N), we run PrepareFromSamples Pi_1,%).

2. In either case, upon raising of a flag of success from the state preparation algorithm, we are in possession of ¢
approximate copies of ‘ T—1 > For each copy then we run DeterministicProjectorE’n(713,17 m); we end up having

Pisy).

s,c,x’(

s,c,x(

¢ copies of |7'rt> which can be, subsequently, measured in the computational basis to return c classical samples
from 7. The flag of the entire algorithm (signalling either success or failure) is the same as that provided in the
previous step of the algorithm®®.

The total runtime of the classical-memory state preparation algorithm as given above is the sum of
(5(0)(15,1 \/E log? 5_1), inherent to the first step, and of (5(0\/min{6t,1,6t}_1 log2 5_1)7 inherent to the
second step. Using the simplifying assumption given in Eq. (24) the sum of the two costs can be written as
6(6)@ Vo, T log? e ).

In the (more realistic) case in which ||mw;_q ||1?§ is not known, we modify the algorithm so that it will provide

for itself an estimate of x;_1 =~ ||7Tt_1||1§§ in the process. Specifically, it will run the state preparation as
given in Algorithm 3 starting from x;—; = 1 and then doubling the value of x;_1 until the algorithm raises
a flag of success, for some X{T"‘l" = 2Jmax_ Since the cost of Algorithm 3 is proportional to x;_1, the total
cost of the Algorithm 4 is proportional to Z;":‘E‘l" 27 < 2. 20max = O(x"%). When the current estimate for

Xt—1 becomes larger than Hﬂ't—l”ig the algorithm succeeds (almost) deterministically, hence the total cost is
still in O(C(m;—1)). In summary, with the simplifying assumption (24), the total cost of the classical memory
algorithm returning ¢ samples from m; is o (c C(my) \/(itf1 log? 5’1). The failure probability is in 279, see
Appendix B.

13 Note, however, that the information processing wihin one step is in principle fully quantum.

14 The first step of the induction does not need to be proven separately, since it is equal to the other steps: by assumption we can
efficiently prepare the state | ™0 > = } Tin > for the first input probability distribution 7r;,.

15 Notice that in this second step 7 is the constant such that |[{7; |mw¢—1 )| > /7 for all ; thus success of the DeterministicProjector
is, by assumption, guaranteed.
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Algorithm 4 Classical-memory state preparation.
Input: quantum access to Markov chains P;_1, P;, and a set & of ¢ samples drawn from 7;_1; €, the target error.

Output: a flag signalling success; in case of success, also ¢ classical samples from 7.
Algorithm:
1. Set x = 1.
. Run the classical-memory state preparation as given Algorithm 3 with parameter y.
. Run the classical-memory state preparation as given Algorithm 3 with parameter x' = v N/x.

2
3
4. If a flag of success is raised either at step 2. or 3., then output a flag of success and the ¢ samples. Else, set x < 2x.
5

If x> 2Mes YN output a flag signalling failure. Else, go to step 2.

C. Quantum memory algorithm

We now consider an algorithm for quantum state preparation in the case in which one has at disposition a
(long term) quantum memory that can store quantum states from time step ¢t — 1 to time step ¢ in the sequence
of Markov Chains. In this case we show that it is possible to almost deterministically prepare two (or more)
copies of |7rt> at a cost 6(@) starting from a single copy of |7rt,1 > This contrast with the case in which
only a classical memory is available, whereby many classical samples are required to achieve the same goal;
more precisely, we need ¢ = O(loge~!) samples to achieve a ©(e) failure probability!®.

Specifically, the quantum-memory algorithm does the following: it starts from a state ‘ T >; projects this
state onto ’m> using DeterministicProjector; then duplicates the state to |7rt >®2. One of the two copies is
provided as the external output of the current MC in the sequence!”; the second copy is provided as input to
the next MC in the sequence. See panel (d) of Fig. 1.

Inductively, we suppose that a state | 1 > is provided from the MC-based quantum algorithm run at time
step t — 1. Using DeterministicProjector it is possible to almost deterministically project |7rt_1> onto ‘71',5 >;
as usual, this projection is efficient if the fidelity between ’m_1> and |7rt> is large and the mixing times of
P,_1 and P, are not too large. Thus, hereafter we only have to provide a state duplication algorithm, which
duplicates ‘ 7T> having access to a copy of it and to reflectors around it.

Subroutine 5 (State duplication algorithm). We consider a MC with transition matriz P and stationary
probability . We suppose that we also have as input the state |7r>, together with an estimate x which is

multiplicatively close to ||7r||1§§ (i.e., there is a constant k > 1 such that k= 1x < Hﬂ'”%; < KX).

If x > V/'N, then PrepareFromUniform is the more efficient strategy. This strategy does not use the input state
|7r> at all, and simply produces de novo |7r> from the uniform distribution.

Else (x < V'N), we employ PrepareFromSamples, which in this case is more efficient. More precisely, we
consider a unitary Uqy that implements a coherent version of PrepareFromSamples as described in Algo-

e,1,kX
rithm 2. That is, Ugyy tries to prepare a state |7r> from a single classical sample drawn from m (with a target
error € and cost parameter £ x). This operation has only a finite success probability, whereas we would like to
boost it to an algorithm having an arbitrarily high success probability. Namely, the effect of Ugg upon the input
of a sample x drawn from m is as follows:

Uatg| ) = V/Psuce(®) | )] 0k ) + /1 = pouce(x) | 0 )] err) (25)

where the second register contains a flag heralding the successful preparation of |7r > The algorithm Uy has
a Tuntime proportional to kx and achieves, averaging over a random variable X distributed as w, a constant
success probability (say, larger than 1/2). That is:

Ew[psucc(X)] = Zﬂ'(z)psu(zc(z) >

x

(26)

DN | =

16 Here the failure probability e is different from the approzimation parameter e. Effectively, we can take ¢ to be a constant, which
tells us how accurate the output states |7'rt > need to be, while € has to be vanishingly small, in order for the sequence of MCs
to continue essentially forever.

17 In the active learning agent scenario, this quantum state is returned to the external environment and represents the action
performed by the agent.
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from which ensues the inequality

]ETF[ 2 ] > Efr[psucc] >

psucc

(27)

B~ =

We thus consider the following quantum computation
[7) = D> Vr@)|w)
SV )
= > V(@) Uag| @) Uaig| 2 ) (28)

whereby we have duplicated the classical information contained in the register and applied Uqyg on both registers.
The state in Eq. (28) is then e-close to

[#2) = Vo 7)) 4 VTP | 0)]enr”) (29)

where the second register is in ‘0k'> if both instances of Uqiy have raised a success flag for preparing |7r> and
it is in ‘err’> if either instance has raised a failure flag. It follows from (27) that pl,.. > 1/4. Hence upon
measurement of the second register of | 72 >, when we obtain as outcome |ok’ >, we obtain in the first register
two copies of ‘ ™ >; this happens with probability larger than 1/4.

The final step of our algorithm is to apply FPAA to deterministically project the state ’ w2 > onto the support
of the projector Iy :=1® | ok’ >< ok’ ‘ Notice that all the ingredients for FPAA are present: we have an initial
copy of | 72 >; a partial reflection over Wy can be done with O(1) operations; and, finally, a partial reflection
Ref, (| 7)) can be implemented as

Refy(| 7)) = Refy(Vag| 7)) = Varg Refy(| 7)) Vi, (30)
where Vg is the transformation given in Eq. (28). The final output of the algorithm is then, almost surely, a
state e-close to ’ ™ >®2’ ok’ >

Notice that the final run of FPAA in the state duplication algorithm is quite efficient, since the overlap
between the input and output state is constant. Thus only O(loge~!) reflectors are needed to get e-close to
the desired output. Each reflector as in Eq. 30 requires (’)(X Vo1 log2 6_1) operations to be implemented,
where the runtime is dominated by the implementation of Vg4, which requires to run in parallel two copies of
PrepareFromSamples.

Summarizing, the cost of the state duplication algorithm is O(X’ V61 log? 5*1) when PrepareFromUniform
is employed (with ¥’ = v N/x) and to O(X Vo1 log? 6*1) when it recurs to PrepareFromSamples.

We notice again that we need to assume that an estimate y of H7r||¥§ is known for the state duplication

algorithm to work. If no such estimate is available, we can always take the worst case choice Y = v/N. Namely,
first we attempt to prepare ’ 7r> using PrepareFromUniform with runtime in O(+v/N); if this fails, then we know
that we are sufficiently “far” from the uniform distribution, thus PrepareFromSamples, again with runtime in
O(W ), must succeed. Alternatively, we can always revert to the classical-memory algorithm if this happens
to be more efficient.

As a concluding remark we notice that if we want to output ¢ > 3 copies of |7r >, this can be obtained by
applying the state duplication algorithm in sequence many times; that is, using one of the output states as the
input of a new instance of the state duplication algorithm'®.

18 1f one tried, instead, to modify the derivation in Eq. (28) to directly produce c copies this would incur in an exponential decrease
of the success probability.
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D. Comparison of classical and quantum memory algorithms

We finish this section with a comment on how total failure can be dealt with, when failure is not an option.
In the context of (effectively) infinite sequences of Markov chains, the exponentially unlikely failure will still
occur. In this case, if we are required to proceed although the protocol failed at time-step ¢, one can always
prepare ¢ samples from |, ) with runtime, in the worst case scenario, (5(N1/2\/5tf110g2 e~'), by forcing the
preparation from the uniform distribution. Although this constitutes a quadratic slowdown (w.r.t. the state
space size), it will only occur exponentially rarely in c.

Then, a reasonable choice for ¢ is the one that minimizes the expected runtime of the state preparation
algorithm, averaging over the cases in which runtimes are in O({l/ﬁ ) and cases (exponentially rare) in which

they are in (5(\/N ). That is, the amortized cost scales proportionally to
0 ((1 — 27 ) e V/N 27 x/ﬁ) -0 (\“/Nlog(N)) (31)

which is minimized by ¢ = O(log v'N).

In the quantum memory case only one sample is required from time step ¢t —1 to time step ¢ in order to achieve
the same success probability, thus the memory requirement is logarithmically smaller (only [log N qubits are
needed to store a single copy of m;_1). Regarding preparation speed, the quantum-memory algorithm is faster
only by a logarithmic factor: they respectively run in time O(v/N(log N)*+1v/5, 1) and O(v/N(log N)¥V6; 1),
for some constant k > 0'?, and assuming a constant approximation error . In Appendix C we moreover show
that all state preparation algorithms based on reflectors around |7r> require Q({I/N ) reflections to succeed;
thus, no substantial improvement using this class of algorithms can be expected. This in particular means that
only a very small advantage is obtained by utilizing quantum memory rather than classical memory alone.

IV. SEARCH AND UN-SEARCH FROM MARKED ELEMENTS

In this section we will analyse a modification of the classical-memory state preparation algorithm, presented
in the previous sections, which is particularly useful in the context of quantization of rPS [11]. Specifically, in
this context samples are not taken from the stationary distribution 7t but rather from the restriction of the
distribution on a specific subset of marked elements M C {1,2,..., N}. This subset of marked elements could
correspond to the entire set of actions that the agent can perform; or it could correspond to a subset of the
actions, for instance those that have been rewarded in previous interactions with the external environment.
Therefore the set of marked elements M could, in principle, vary between successive steps in the sequence of
slowly evolving MCs, but for sake of simplicity we will not discuss this possibility.

Typically we consider cases in which the number of marked elements M = | M| is much smaller than N, the
total number of states. For completeness, we mention that we assume that the action set is either specified by
a membership oracle Payq or by a sparse oracle Qpq. The former, given an element z, returns a flag specifying
whether z € M or not; the latter is a quantum accessible memory that, upon input of a number v € {1,..., M},
outputs the v-th element of M (i.e. some z,, € M) in a given order.

We denote with 7™ the (normalized) probability distribution obtained by restricting 7 to a subset M.
Namely, its elements are given as

(32)

Lor(x) if v € M
0 ife ¢ M,

where o := 3\, m(x) is the probability of extracting an action when sampling from 7r, and the corresponding
coherent encoding is

My = L @) | 2) . (33)
)= g T VE@ )

19 From the analysis in Appendix A and restoring the log(N) factors hidden by the O notation one discovers that here k = 1.
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The cost of sampling from 7w with the quantum algorithm given in [11] scales as (5(\/{5f1 Vi ;Fl), representing
a quadratic improvement in both mizing time and hitting time with respect to the classical MCMC method.
These quadratic speed-ups can be achieved, however, only when an initial copy of ’ 7r> is available. Thus it is
crucial to provide algorithms for preparing the quantum state ‘ 7r> which are as efficient as possible.

Using the tools thus far introduced the description of the algorithm of [11] is very straightforward. Notice that
with O(1) accesses to the membership oracle are sufficient to implement reflectors around the M subspace; and
using Szegedy quantum walk o (\/F ) operations are required to implement an approximate reflector around
the M subspace (encoding the marked elements). This means that we can use FPAA to approximately project
a initial copy of | 7r> onto te M subspace, obtaining | T A > The opration requires O(y/p~1) reflectors and the
total runtime is thus (5(\/5*71 V11 1) as claimed?’. In conclusion samples from 7w can be (efficiently) obtained
provided that we are also capable of producing copies of ‘ ™ >

In the next section we show how to use again the idea of un-searching to re-prepare either the state ’ ™ >, or
the state | M >, having at hand these classical samples from the marked elements subset.

A. Preparing |7r> or |7rM> from marked elements

Here we show how a modification of the state preparation algorithms, based upon the idea of un-searching
from the subset of marked element, can be more efficient in preparing |7r> in some situations. Namely, the
new strategy is more efficient whenever we have /u=1C(7M) < C(r), where C(7wM) is defined as in Eq. (23).
Since ’7r > has support on just M elements, the bound C( My < VM ensues.

Subroutine 6 (Preparation of ’7r> from marked elements). We suppose that the input to the algorithm are
either the uniform distribution over the marked elements ™ or samples drawn from w{M,. The samples from
M, are obtained running the algorithm of [11].

Apart from using these different input states, the algorithms will work exactly as those presented in Sec III.
We only have to ensure that the new input state can be efficiently prepared. This is obviously true for classical
samples, while v can be prepared with one access to the Qaq oracle:

This is also sufficient for implement reflectors around ’ uM > and ’a:> and thus also the DeterministicProjector
subroutine.

We can thus analyse the runtimes entailed by these different ansétze for the input states. Since the high-level
description of the algorithms are unmodified, the only difference in runtime arises from the value of the overlap
between the input and output states.

In the case of preparation from uniform the runtime scales as

’<uM |ﬂ_>‘—1 _ <zj;4\/\/% 1/7‘rM(x)> \/7 M||1/2

1/2

(35)

M

while the expectation value of the runtime, when starting from a sample distributed as w’*, is proportional to

r~TM

E [ lm) "] = oM@ (erM@) ™ = VT =M, (36)

In conclusion, the runtime of this new version of the state preparation algorithm is the same as before, but for
replacing the expression C(7) with \/jC , wherever that expression appeared.

20 In [11] actually FPAA is not used, but the end result is essentially the same.



18

Before concluding, we notice that in the context of quantization of rPS it must be the case that samples
from 7™M are produced efficiently, since these samples represent the actions that the agent will output to the
environment. In particualr, the quantum algorithm for sampling presented in [11] runs in (’)(\/ (5_1\//L_1),
and this runtime must not be prohibitively high. Therefore the runtime for preparation of ’7r >, which is in
(5(\/5j\/,u_10(7rM)) is also acceptable, provided that C(7w™) is a constant. Since C(7w™) < /M, this
condition is automatically satisfied if the number of marked elements is constant.

We consider, finally, a method for producing new copies of |7'rM >, provided that ¢ samples from 7' are
already available. This can be done straightforwardly by running Subroutine 6, followed by FPAA in order to
implement a deterministic projection onto the marked elements. As discussed previously, the first operation
runs in O(v6~1/p~1C(w™M)) and the second in O(v/5-11/p~1), thus the former runtime dominates the cost
of this protocol.

M

V. OPTIMALITY ANALYSIS OF THE ALGORITHM FOR QUANTUM STATE PREPARATION

In this section we discuss the optimality of our algorithms for preparation of samples drawn from 7, the sta-
tionary distribution of an ergodic time-reversible MC, and the related problem of preparing the corresponding
coherent encoding ’ ™ >

a. Argument from computational complexity classes To begin with, we remark that preparing coherent
encoding of probability distributions is in general a difficult task, even when sampling from the given distribution
can be done efficiently. For instance, consider a randomized algorithm that ends up giving out some outcome
x with probability m(x). We can construct a quantum circuit which is the “purification” of this classical
randomized algorithm?!; the resulting output state will have the form:

|7y = Y V)| z)|v)) (37)

where | Y(x) > are completely unspecified states, including unknown phases??. However, starting from the state
|7~r> one cannot directly obtain ’7r> since there is no general method that allows one to “erase” the junk
information contained in | Y(z) ).

If it was possible to generically produce coherent encodings ’7r> of efficiently samplable probability distri-
butions 7, then a result of Aharonov and Ta-Shma [29] shows that this would imply SZK C BQP, that is,
Statistical Zero Knowledge problems could be solved in quantum polynomial time. For instance, this would
allow to solve Graph Isomorphism in polynomial time?3. While the inclusion of SKZ in BQP is not impossible,
it is expected that any such algorithm would exploit specific structures of the problems (e.g. graph-theoretic
properties in Graph Isomorphism). The methods based on MC mixing we consider are agnostic to such problem
structures, and thus it is highly unlikely that they can be used to generically solve all SZK problems.

In summary, it is unlikely that any quantum algorithm can prepare states | 7r> encoding stationary distribu-
tions of time-reversible Markov chains in polylog(/N) time, not even when the MC is rapidly mixing (i.e., when
it mixes in polylog(N) time).

b. Argument from the “inner product adversary” method We now consider the class of algorithms for
preparation of ‘71') which are based on Szegedy quantum walk. More precisely, we consider the case where
one utilizes access to an (approximate) reflector, Reflector(7r), rather than the underlying Markov chain P that
generates it. For this special case, we can show strict optimality.

More precisely, the task at hand is that of duplicating an initial state |7r> having moreover the ability to
reflect over ’7r >, considered as a sub-routine to which we have only oracular access. In Appendix C we show

that in order to duplicate | 7 ) one needs Q( C(r) ) accesses to the reflection oracle; more generally, Q( C(w)/c?)
accesses are needed to produce ¢+ 1 copies from c initial ones. The crux of the argument is the “inner product
adversary” method developed in [38], which is an extension of the techniques used to prove optimality of

21 This can be done substituting every coin toss with probability p of getting “tail” and 1 — p of getting “head” with a controlled
dependence on a pure qubit in the state \/p | head> ++1-=p } tail >

22 Tracing over the second register returns the classical mixture px = Y, 7(z) |z ){z|.

23 In a recent breakthrough, a classical quasi-polynomial time algorithm for Graph Isomorphism has been found; but classical or
quantum polynomial time algorithms for solving this task are not known.
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Grover search. Briefly, the method shows that, on average, the distinguishability between two quantum states
| 1 >, f Yo > can only increase by a very small amount when accessing either a reflector around | U > or around
| V2 ). But if |<1/12 |1 >| =7, then |<1/)2 f®2 ’ () >®2| =12, which is a large gap in distinguishability, when 7 is
a constant different from 0 or 1.

Our classical- and quantum-memory algorithms succeed in preparing } 7T> using Q(C(w)) accesses to Ref(m)
and are, thus, asymptotically optimal. The same analysis applied to the task of preparing |7TM> gives a
Q(C(m™)) lower bound, which only misses the y/p~! dependence in the runtime.

c¢. The case of classical samples It is critical to note that the two hardness results stated in this section
apply only in the case one’s aim is to produce coherent encodings ’7r > If the task is just that of producing
samples from 7 the arguments given before do not apply.

Entirely new methods would be needed in order to provide lower bounds to the complexity of classical sampling
problems. In the oracular setting, in which one has black-box access to either Ref(m) or Ref(w’), it is possible
that a Q(N'/*) lower bound, for some constant k& > 4, can be obtained. For instance, one could try to modify
the “inner product adversary” method in order to keep track of the increase in statistical distinguishability
between the output probability distributions of a quantum algorithm that has access to either reflection oracle.

In this work, however, we will not pursue further attempts to establish lower bounds for the classical output
case, as it in fact does not fully capture the setting we are considering. Notice, in fact, that we have complete
access to the Markov chain P, and thus we are not restricted to using accessing it only through Ref(sw). In
particular, we can as well use access to P to implement a classical random walk. If the classical mixing time is
fast (in polylog(N) time) then, by definition, the random walk allows to efficiently sample from a probability
distribution e-close to 7. Achieving the same goal, i.e. drawing classical samples from 7, having access only to
Ref(7) and an initial copy of |7 ) could take exponentially longer time.

VI. DISCUSSION

We have presented quantum algorithms for sequentially generating stationary distributions of an arbitrarily
long sequence of Markov chains. These quantum algorithms outperform classical approaches whenever the
spectral gaps 0 of the Markov chains are below 1/ V/N, where N is the size of the state space. In contrast,
straightforward application of the “mixing by reverse hitting” approach[37] would yield improvements only in a
quadratically more stringent regime where § < 1/N. The basic observation we have used is that the bottle-neck
of direct mixing by running hitting algorithms in reverse, can be ameliorated when a small number of elements
sampled from the target distribution are available beforehand. We have shown that this can guarantee that the
initial state of the unsearch approach is far from the worse case setting. Following this, we have shown how
these samples can be made available in the context of slowly evolving Markov chains.

As we have clarified, the presented algorithms have an immediate application in a recent approach to (quan-
tum) artificial intelligence [11], but they may be useful in other contexts as well. For instance, they may offer
improvements for problems stemming from statistical physics. One application could be in the case when strictly
independent samples from Gibbs distributions of physical systems are required in a large range of temperatures,
which include the computationally difficult low-temperature regimes. Other applications may be possible as
well, for instance in applications where subsequent Markov chains may depend on the actual outputs of previous
mixing steps. In this case, quantum-enhanced classical annealing methods become unsuitable, as they need to
keep coherence through the protocol steps [12, 13].

As a feature of our protocol, at each time step we do not output just a classical sample from the target
stationary distribution, but a coherent encoding of this distribution. This is not a guaranteed characteristic of
quantum mixing protocols [25], and makes our approach suitable for combining with other quantum protocols
which start from such a coherent encoding [11, 20, 21, 28]. Moreover, we have shown that in general Q(W )
reflectors are needed to re-prepare these coherent encodings, rendering our algorithms asymptotically optimal.

In the protocols we have presented, as in other related works, it is always assumed that aside from the Markov
chains themselves, one also has access to the values of the spectral gaps. This is potentially a problematic
assumption, since, at least in the general cases, spectral gaps are often difficult to determine. Consequently,
methods which do not rely on good lower bounds of the spectral gaps, or, more precisely, which can adap-
tively estimate the changes in spectral gaps in the context of slowly evolving sequences, are part of ongoing work.
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Appendix A: Analysis of imperfect reflection operators

Here we consider the propagation of errors when the partial reflector over the stationary distribution, used
within FPAA, are approximate.

Suppose that x is (a lower bound to) the fidelity between the initial state and the target state and the final
targeted error is . FPAA entails the use of O (X log 5_1) perfect reflectors in order to achieve the desired
accuracy goal. However, the same can be achieved with imperfect reflectors, provided that each reflector has
an error smaller of ¢/(number of steps): by the triangle inequality the total accumulated error will be upper
bounded by O(e). That is, we need to implement Reflector with an accuracy

Ref _ € .
= 9 () )

hence the total cost of the DeterministicProjector procedure (nesting approximate reflectors within FPAA) is
given with:

@ (Xlogefl) x O (\/F log (1/5R6f))
=0 (X Vé—Tlog (71 [log x + loge™ + loglogafl])
-0 (X Vi—1log? (5_1)) . (A2)

Thus, the precision of the approximation contributes only logarithmically in the overall complexity, even in the
iterated setting.

Appendix B: Failure probabilities of preparation from uniform and from samples

We must make sure that the inductive steps of our protocol, going from one time step to another, are not
overly sensitive to small imperfections.

For PrepareFromUniform, as given in Algorithm 1, the analysis is simple, since the input state |u> has no
error. The algorithm succeeds when at least ¢ of 2¢ applications of DeterministicProjectorSalg/X, are successful.

In the case in which ' > v/N/ ||7r||}§§ the global probability of failure is 279(¢). In fact the 2¢ runs have

independent outcomes; then, we can apply the Chernoff bound:

62
Pr[ number of failures > (1 +6)2ec] < exp (— 545 250) (B1)

where € is an upper bound to the failure probability of DeterministicProjector and § > 0 is a free parameter.
Choosing 1+ 6 = 1/(2¢) we get:

1+ 2¢
exp(—09c¢) , (B2)

Pr[ number of failures > ¢] < exp <—

0=z )

A

where the second inequality holds for sufficiently small e.

A similar analysis holds for PrepareFromSamples, as given in Algorithm 1. Notice that the input samples
Z ={x1,...,2.} are not (exactly) distributed with 7, but with a distribution 7 which is e-close to m, say, in
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total variation distance. Considering a random variable X distributed as # we have, for any v > 0:

Pr [ 77*1/2(5() > ] = Z 7(x)

z: = Y2(z) >0

e+ Z m(x)

z: mY2(z) >0
= e+ Pr[wil/z(X) Zv]

E[r/2(X)] '

IN

< e+ (B3)

In the first inequality we have applied the definition of total variation distance and in the second Markov’s
inequality. Thus, we have

- 1
Pr|n V2(X) 2 2B[r (X)) ] < e+ (B4)
Thus, with high probability at least one sample in z, € 7 satisfies 7~ %/%(z,) < 2E[n~V2(X)] = 2 H7r||1g,
namely, this happens with probability at least:
1+2e\°
1-( +2 5) =1-2790 (B5)

Then, we run DeterministicProjectorEﬁa;g/(zx)(x*,7r) for 2c¢ times. If x > ||7r||ig the analysis proceeds exactly as

the one performed for PrepareFromUniform and, hence, with probability 1 — 2-9(¢) at least ¢ of these 2¢ runs
will be successful in producing approximations of ’ ™ > The global failure probability of PrepareFromSamples is
thus in 27909,

Finally, the algorithms PrepareFromUniform and PrepareFromSamples are used as subroutines of the classical-
memory state preparation algorithm, as specified in Algorithm 3 and 4. In this algorithm the values of x and

x' = V/N/x are doubled until they exceed v/N, in which case either xy > ||71'H}§§ orx' > +v/N/ ||71'H1§§ is satisfied,

in which case the algorithm has to succeed, except with probability 2~°(¢), This is, thus, the global failure
probability of the entire classical-memory state preparation algorithm.

We finally remark, again, that errors do not propagate from one time step to the next, since at each time
step we freshly prepare new copies of the relevant states. This is possible since we have access to projectors
onto the required states, which thus allow to decrease approximation errors.

Appendix C: Lower bound on preparation of states with positive amplitudes

The state preparation algorithms presented in this work allow us to prepare |7'r> using (5( vN ) reflectors
around | 7'r> (for a constant target precision ¢), using at most logarithmically many copies of | T > One of the
results of [38] by Aaronson and Christiano is that there exist a class of states with all positive real amplitudes
(effectively, coherent encodings of probability distributions) which require, on average, Q(\‘VN ) accesses to the
reflection oracle in order to be duplicated. This already show that our algorithms have essentially optimal worst
case performance.

Here, we strengthen the result in the following way. We show that, in order to prepare a new copy of | 7r>
given c initial copies of the same state, a number of oracle accesses to a reflector around |7r> which scales
as Q(C(m))/c? are required. This means that our algorithm are asymptotically optimal (up to logarithmic
factors) in the number of queries to a reflection oracle that are required to prepare one more copy of the state
| ™ >, for any value of the parameter C().

To prove our lower bound, we use the inner-product adversary method presented in [38]. We can condense
the results of Section 4.2 and Appendix B of [38] into the following theorem.

Theorem 1. Suppose that we have access to reflection oracles Uy (and to their controlled versions) such that:

Up|p) =—1]0)
U¢|77>=+|7]> V|77> orthogonal to |1/J> (C1)
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The states ’7,/1> come from a subset Z of the entire Hilbert space H. Moreover we require that on these state
there is a symmetric binary relation R C Z x Z such that:

Vg.9)eR = (¢ ]d)l=a (C2)

for some positive constant a. Suppose, next, that for all |¢> € Z and for all |17> € H that are orthogonal to
| 1/)> the following inequality holds

E [|<77 |¢>|2} < 5 (C3)
(Y. 9)ER

for some v € RY. Then, given ¢ copies of an unknown state ‘ w> € Z one needs

0 ( voa ?/‘;CH ) (C4)

accesses to a controlled-Uy in order to end up with c+1 perfect copies of | 1/)> In particular, settinga =1—1/c,

the expression above gives a lower bound to the required number of oracle queries which is §) (cf)

To apply the theorem in our case, we will take the total Hilbert space to be # = span({|z ) | # € [N]}). The
set Z will consist of all states of the form

’us> = Z‘x (C5)

CZ‘ES

where S C [N] is a subset containing K < N elements. These states are proper coherent encodings of probability
distributions. Two states | ug >7 | ug > are in relation R iff

(us |ugr ) =a <<= |SNS|=aK (C6)

We need to prove that V.S C [N] with |S| = K, V|7 ) orthogonal to |ug )

B [l ] <4 (1)
|SNS’|=aK

Exploiting the theorem given above this allows us to prove a lower bound to the number of queries necessary
to produce one more copy of a state ‘ ug > Let us then provide a proper upper bound ~.

Proof. First, notice that | n> => . ’ m> is orthogonal to ’ ug >, hence ) g7, = 0. Then we expand:

VB [P ) = e[| 2]

|SNS’ |=aK |SNS’ |=aK eS’

Il('s/ |57 =K { Z me} (C8)

|sns’/|=ak €S’ jES’

Next, we split the sum over elements in S” as sum of elements in S’ NS and elements in S’ \ S:

(C8) Il(s' \s’\K[ZZme] -

|Sns’|=ak €S’ jES’

1
Ks/\s/\ K|: Z Z ;15 + Z Z m; M+

|sns’|=ak  1€S'NS jES'NS 1€S\S jE€S'\S

+ > 2 (n?nﬁrn;*m)} (C9)

i€S'NS j€S'\S
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The first term in the sum in Eq. (C9) evaluates to

Ics [ ZZW%} = a) |ml*+ Z i (C10)

| I]= i€l jel €S i,jES
1]

and the second term in the sum evaluates to

a)K|(1—a)K -1 .
1c5r [szm} = K Zl N )K)[EN ;(1)] Z 1; M5 (C11)

=0-a)K  icl jeI iese ijese
i#j
while the third term evaluates to
aK (1 -a)K . .
B2 X Wﬁflﬂh)} = K N 2 i) (C12)
|Sns’|=ak  1€S'NS jES'\S i€S

jese

Then, plugging in the equation ) _ ¢ 7, = 0, we get:

(©0) = 3 Il + K(Z| il + S X i)

K £
€S eS¢ i,jESC
i
a l1—a
< -
- K N — K( N-K-1 Kfl )
a l1—a
< — _
A K( (1 aK)
a l1—a
< (1-
< K+N K3 a)K

a K
< —46(1—-a)?—=
for appropriate choices of K (we have used respectively K < N — 2, K > 1/(1 —a) and K < N/2 for the last
three inequalities above). Then, we substitute a = 1 — 1/¢, where c¢ is the initial number of copies of the state
| ug > that we want to clone, thus obtaining:

(C13)

=

[\<n|us'>}2} < ?—1-60 % = v (C14)

S’ |8 =K
|1SNS/|=K—K/c

Plugging this value of 7 in the result of the theorem above gives the following lower bound on the number of
queries required to the reflection oracle to prepare another copy of the state ] ug >:

Q( ! ) > Q(min{lsz, 1\/K}>
T VK’ ¢
> iz Q | min —73 ||us|\}§§
¢ Jus]?
1
= = AC(us)) (C15)

O

The theorem given above shows that O(C(w)) accesses to a reflector around }7T> are needed in order to

exactly duplicate |7 ). Using the results of Corollary 5.3 and 5.4 of [38] the same O(C/(w)) lower bound applies

>®(C+1)

for preparation of | ™ within constant approximation error.
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